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DETAILED ACTION 

Remarks 

1 . In response to communications filed on 8 July 2008, claim(s) 1,16 and 25 is/are 
amended per Applicant's request. Therefore, claims 1-7, 16, 18, 21-25 and 27-31 are 
presently pending in the application, of which, claim(s) 1,16 and 25 is/are presented in 
independent form. 

2. In light of Applicant's amendments, the rejection under 35 USC 101 is withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-7, 16, 18 and 21-25 and 27-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tracev (U.S. Pat. No. 6,795,071), and further in view of Cloud 
(U.S. Pat. No. 5,634,127). 



As to claim 1 , Tracev teaches a method for associating an application entity 
managed by an application with a plurality of related service entities managed by a 
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plurality of application services, the application maintaining application metadata 
corresponding to the application entity, the application services maintaining service 
metadata corresponding to the related service entities, the service metadata including a 
classification of an availability of one or more actions performable in connection with the 
related service entities (see Abstract), the method comprising: 

combining service metadata corresponding to the context entity into context 
metadata (see column 20, lines 21-23); 

matching the application entity to the context entity based on the application 
metadata and the context metadata (see column 21, lines 12-26); 

determining a state of each service entity within a corresponding business 
process administered by the application service that manages the service entity (see 
column 22, line 47 and columns 23-24, Table 1 ); 

determining dynamic actions available on the related service entities based on 
the classification of the availability of the one or more actions performable in connection 
with the related service entities (see col. 29, II. 47-51 , "Each option available for the 
particular type of contact made is listed"), the available dynamic actions comprising an 
indication of whether a state change is available on each service entity within its 
corresponding business process (see column 31, lines 3-18 and columns 31-35, "Event 
Generation"); and 

generating a display of the state of each service entity within its corresponding 
business process and the available dynamic actions (see column 31, lines 3-18). 
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Tracev does not explicitly teach wherein the business process comprises 
different business processes; 

matching the related service entities based on the service metadata; and 

combining the related service entities into a context entity that is a single entity 
derived from one or more service entities. 

Cloud teaches wherein the business process comprises different business 
processes (see Abstract and see column 1 1 , lines 39-41); 

matching the related service entities based on the service metadata (see figure 
1 1 and see column 16, lines 22-35); and 

combining the related service entities into a context entity that is a single entity 
derived from one or more service entities (see column 13, lines 40-57 and see column 
14, lines 17-47). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Tracev by the teaching of Cloud to solve 
the problems of "substantial technical integration problems resulting from different 
equipment and different ADP philosophies. Retraining of users was required on the 
disparate systems of the merging organizations and there was a clash of corporate 
culture and doctrine which created a need for significant re-engineering of the business 
processes of the old organization(s), to the new" (see Cloud , column 1, lines 17-24). 
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As to claims 2 and 18, Tracev , as modified, teaches wherein matching the 
related service entities comprises matching the related service entities based on 
attributes of the related service entities (see column 8, lines 26-47). 

As to claims 3 and 27, Tracev , as modified, teaches wherein matching the 
application entity to the context entity comprises matching the application entity to the 
context entity based on attributes of the application entity and attributes of the context 
entity (see column 31 , lines 42-55). 

As to claims 4, 23 and 28, Tracev , as modified, teaches further comprising 
obtaining service metadata corresponding to the related service entities (see columns 
23-24, Table 1). 

As to claims 5, 21-22 and 29, Tracev , as modified, teaches wherein obtaining the 
service metadata corresponding to the related service entities to the application 
comprises: 

determining at a context service static actions available on the related service 
entities (see column 27, lines 16-21); and 

querying an action service to determine dynamic actions available on the related 
service entities (see columns 29-30, "Menus"). 
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As to claims 6 and 30, Tracev , as modified, teaches further comprising providing 
the service metadata corresponding to the related service entities to the application (see 
columns 23-24, Table 1). 

As to claims 7 and 31 , Tracev , as modified, teaches wherein providing the 
service metadata corresponding to the related service entities to the application 
comprises providing static and dynamic actions available on the related service entities 
to the application (see column 31 , lines 3-18). 

As to claim 1 6, Tracev teaches a system for managing at an application a first 
service entity at a first application service (see Abstract), the system comprising: 

For the remaining steps of this claim applicant(s) is/are directed to the remarks 
and discussions made in claim 1 above. 

As to claim 24, Tracev , as modified, teaches wherein managing the first service 
entity at the application using the service metadata comprises: 

generating at the application a display of the static and dynamic actions available 
on the first service entity (see column 31 , lines 3-1 8); and 

selecting from the display at the application an action to be performed on the first 
service entity at the first application service (see columns 31-35, "Event Generation"). 
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As to claim 25, Tracev teaches a computer readable storage medium for 
associating an application entity (see Abstract): 

For the remaining steps of this claim applicant(s) is/are directed to the remarks 
and discussions made in claim 1 above. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed on 8 July 2008 with respect to the rejected claims in 
view of the cited references have been fully considered but are not deemed persuasive. 

In response to Applicant's arguments that "Cloud et al. does not teach 
consolidation of service entities into a context entity", the arguments have been fully 
considered but are not deemed persuasive. 

The step of consolidation, as best understood from the claims, specification and 
interviews, deals with the integration of workflow information from different sources. This 
is precisely the problem that Cloud set out to solve. (Col. 3, II. 16-18.) In the context of 
the claimed invention, the consolidation of service entities involves aggregating data 
from the various services into a convenient human-readable format. Applicant is correct 
in asserting that a portion of Cloud teaches decomposing requests. However, at the 
end of the cited portion of column 1 3, Cloud goes on to describe reassembling the 
results of these dissembled requests. (Col. 13, II. 51-57.) The cited portion of column 13 
(II. 40-57) describes a process by which a user submits a query, that query is executed 



Application/Control Number: 10/648,507 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2165 

against several different services (i.e. databases) and then reassembled and packaged 
for display. Thus Cloud anticipates the consolidation feature. 

In response to Applicant's arguments that neither reference teaches "based on 
the classification of the availability of the one or more actions performable in connection 
with the related service entities", the arguments have been fully considered but are not 
deemed persuasive. 

As can be seen from the portions of Tracey cited above, the reference teaches 
the display of available options. (Col. 29, II. 58.) In the claimed invention, dynamic 
options are determined based predetermined classifications of the records. Similarly, in 
the cited portion of Tracey , certain contact options are listed depending on the client 
and the type of contact. Therefore, Tracey does anticipate this feature. 

Additional References 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

The following patents are cited to further show the state of art with respect to 
conditional display of workflow actions in general: 

US 5630069 A to Flores et al. 

US 5745901 A to Entner et al. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications should be 
directed to the examiner, Mark A. Radtke. The examiner's telephone number is (571) 
272-7163, and the examiner can normally be reached between 9 AM and 5 PM, 
Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to contact the examiner are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Christian Chace, can be reached at (571) 272-4190. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to Customer Service at (800) 786-9199. 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2165 



